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COMMENT IE 01
From:  Maurice Anding <annandy@imbris.net>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Sun, Apr 6, 2003 3:24PM

Subject:  Banks Lake Level

I am not in favor of drawing down Banks Lake in the late summer. I like to fi sh Banks 

Lake for walleye, and as I understand, the boat launches would not be useable. As it 

is now the lake is dangerous in the late summer/fall. If anything, I would be in favor of 

leaving it higher.

--

Maurice Anding

3711 Broken Arrow Rd 

Coeur d’Alene ID 83815
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COMMENT IE 02
From:  “Roger & Denise Arango” <rarango@earthlink.net>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Wed, Mar 26, 2003 9:19AM

Subject:  Banks Lake Drawdown

Dear Mr. Blanchard:

I would like to comment on the Banks Lake Drawdown.  Please note that I am NOT IN 

FAVOR of this drawdown.  I think it will be a very big mistake for this area, as well as for 

the communities who rely on the lake for their businesses.

I am against any action that will reduce water levels in Banks Lake.

Sincerely,

Denise Arango

7180 Summit Avenue SE

Othello, WA  99344

Phone:  509-346-2676

Fax:  509-346-2136

Cell:  509-760-1195

(I live in Grant County, WA)
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COMMENT IE 04
From:  “Larry and Barb Richardson” <larbar@odessaoffi ce.com>

To: “Jim Blanchard” <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Fri, Mar 14, 2003 11:41AM

Subject:  Banks Lake Drawdown

My name is Larry Richardson D.B.A., Banks Lake Net and Charter. I am the contractor 

that has installed and maintained  the barrier net in Banks Lake for the last 23 years . 

The fi ve foot drawdown,while an inconvenience does not  affect the operations of the 

barrier net to any great extent. A 10 foot drawdown however is a different matter. At 10 

feet down  leaves the east west net with about 2 feet of water for the entire distance 

from the shore to the island. The net that is laying on the bottom of the lake gets 

destroyed by the wave action trashing it against the rocks. On the North South net the 

lower water levels, even at 5 feet lower, destroy the net by the constant wave action 

against the rocks on approximately 50 feet on each end, the east west net would  need 

to be replaced on an annual basis, the north south net would need major repairs at 

the end of the each season. The maintenance and cleaning  would be problem also 

because the boat harbor would not have enough water to fl oat the wash barge and boat 

needed to clean and maintain the net. I feel a 10 foot drawdown would really hinder our 

efforts to keep fi sh in Banks Lake and protect this valuable resource.

Thanks for your consideration on this matter.

Larry Richardson

.
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COMMENT IE 09
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COMMENT IE 10
From:  Gary Viers <mbott-gviers@pomeroy-wa.com>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Fri, Apr 11, 2003 8:51AM

Subject:  (no subject)

I strongly oppose the drawdown of Banks Lake.  The effect on agriculture and the 

communities agriculture supports will be devasting.

Muriel Bott

Box 261

Pomeroy, Wa 99347
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COMMENT IE 12
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COMMENT IE 13
From:  “Pat Burdick” <patfusae@bentonrea.com>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Mon, Mar 24, 2003 7:51PM

Subject:  Banks Lake Drawdown

Mr. Jim Blanchard:

I’m writing you this note to voice my opposition to any drawdown of Banks Lake 

to supplement Columbia River fl ows.  I don’t support this proposal for Banks Lake 

drawdown nor do I see any benefi t to fi sh.  I don’t believe NMFS has any basis in 

Science for this proposal and request Bureau of Reclamation withdraw local support.    I 

do see harm to the local economy, a potential long term threat to the agriculture of the 

Basin,  and a detriment to local recreation.

I vote no on Banks Lake drawdown.  Please ensure this opinion is duly registered.

Thanks for your time and consideration.

Pat Burdick

276 Maringo Road

Ephrata, WA 98823

754-5863
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COMMENT IE 14
From:  ANNE CARTER <carter5521@yahoo.com>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Thu, Apr 3, 2003 5:37PM

Subject:  Public Response on Bank’s Lake

Dear Mr Blachard;

   I am writing in response to a newspaper artical In the Grant County Journal regarding 

the proposed drawdown of Bank’s Lake. My question to you is “Are trying to kill the 

tourism in this area?” If you drawdown the lake that much I wont be going there this 

summer to go camping if I have to deal with nothing but MUD. I am sorry but I know 

other people as well that have the same reaction that I do. We wont go! It is an insane 

idea to even think that the action that is proposed will help salmon. The salmon 

numbers have been going up every year, why would you think we still need to come up 

with stupid actions to try and help them. Let them be. They are making a come back all 

on there own without the Bureau of Reclaimations help. What are you all just a bunch 

of PETA employees. Everything I have been seeing lately that has anything to do with 

your Department is just outrageously stupid. I know that the drawdown of the lake is a 

bad thing for the economy of this area. It sure isnt going to help anything if you do that. 

So this is one citizen that says NO to drawing down Bank’s Lake.

Anne Carter

Ephrata, WA.

---------------------------------

Do you Yahoo!?

Yahoo! Tax Center - File online, calculators, forms, and more

01



Comments and Responses 

455

COMMENT IE 15

01

02

03

04

05



Banks Lake Drawdown
Final Environmental Impact Statement

456

COMMENT IE 16
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COMMENT IE 17
From:  “Tom Grebb” <tom@centralbean.com>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Thu, Apr 10, 2003 10:40PM

Subject:  Banks Lake Drawdown

April 10,2003

To Whom It May Concern:

I oppose the Banks Lake Draw Down Proposal.  The proposed draw down does not 

have conclusive evidence benefi ting fi sh.  At the same time could impact recreation and 

most importantly impact irrigated agriculture.

Water is needed for recharge of the region as well as the draw down potentially 

effecting supplies on years when drought is a consideration.

Please do not proceed with the draw down of Banks Lake.

Tom Grebb

President

Central Bean Co. Inc.

Quincy WA
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COMMENT IE 18
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COMMENT IE 19
From:  Arlene Coates <theram@centurytel.net>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Sat, Mar 29, 2003 10:40AM

Subject:  Banks Lake

I feel that lowering Banks Lake 10 feet would ruin the economy of Coulee City because 

the fi shing would be ruined as this is the busy season for recreation in this area and the 

businesses in this area would close. 

 Banks Lake is not a reservoir but a holding area for runoff and it is used for irrigation 

of the farms in the area which lowering the lake would also effect  the farmers.  If you 

lower the lake you may as well put a death sentence on the town of Coulee City and the 

businesses here. 

 The fi shing  is just know starting to come back from the last time the lake was lowered 

several years ago.

Arlene Coates

P.O. Box 816

Coulee City, Wa. 99115-0816

509-632-5422

theram@centurytel.net
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COMMENT IE 21
From:  Margaret Davis <lmdavis@moseslake-wa.com>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Wed, Apr 9, 2003 9:16PM

Subject:  NO Drawdown

Mr. Blanchard:

The impact of drawing down Banks Lake would greatly impact the farming communities 

in the Columbia Basin. Adequate water is needed (!) for the variety of crops grown in the 

Basin. Potatoes and corn are  still irrigated  in the  months of August and September. 

The Banks Lank was designed for a reservoir for irrigation we thought. One of the 

benefi ts from irrigation is the fact that this water is also used for recreation.

Drawing down Banks Lake is NOT in the best interest of Washington farmers.

Lee & Margaret Davis
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COMMENT IE 26
From:  “BRIAN EVANS” <evans581@hotmail.com>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Fri, Apr 11, 2003 12:08AM

Subject:  Banks Lake drawdown

04/10/03

Mr. Blanchard,

I am writing in regards to the proposed Banks Lake drawdown.  Sir, I would like to comment 

against any of the drawdowns proposed that would render the majority of boat launches 

inoperable.  Too often it seems, the government sides with the vocal minority, who often are not 

affected by the outcome of the environmental issues they take up.  For once, I would like to see 

the government side with the people who will inevitably face fi nancial hardship in the event of a 

major drawdown during the tourist season in the areas surrounding Banks Lake.  This is a small 

area, with a majority of income, for many businesses, coming during the months during which 

this drawdown would take place.  I grew up in Coulee City, and am well aware of the number 

of tourists that Banks Lake draws every year, it is a huge boost to the local economy, providing 

jobs to many residents in the area.  With small city governments hurting fi nancially in the wake 

of I-695 and other tax limiting legislation, and an economy slowed in the wake of 9/11, an annual 

drawdown in the area, could be the proverbial “straw that breaks the camel’s back”.  While I do 

feel the salmon need to be monitored to determine that their runs are not severely hampered, 

due to human caused problems, people should come before fi sh.  Salmon runs naturally 

fl uctuate, I have read, that in some areas, salmon runs have actually had record numbers in 

recent years, however, that is never widely broadcast, if it isn’t a crisis, it isn’t newsworthy.  It 

just goes to show that God knew what he was doing when he created this great earth, and how 

limited man really is in his knowledge.  You have the power to make a stand for the people in 

the Banks Lake area, the drawdown, though it would raise the Columbia a negligable amount, 

would render most of the boat launches, prime fi shing areas, and swimming areas unusable on 

Banks Lake.  Please don’t buy into the notion that it “might” help the salmon, as the proponents 

say, they admit that they cannot say for sure.  Well, I will tell you, that if the drawdown affects 

the areas the tourists frequent, it “WILL” hurt the local area.  The hard working people who are 

at your mercy on this issue, already pay to help salmon in their electric bills.  The P.U.D spends 

millions of their money on salmon issues every year, please don’t take there livelyhood for a 

fi sh.  Thank you for your time and consideration of my thought on the issue.

Sincerely,

Brian S. Evans

11058 E. Nelson Rd.

Moses Lake, WA 98837

_________________________________________________________________

The new MSN 8: advanced junk mail protection and 2 months FREE*

http://join.msn.com/?page=features/junkmail
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COMMENT IE 30
From:  “Fitch, Rob” <RFitch@wvc.edu>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Thu, Apr 10, 2003 10:31AM

Subject:  banks lake

Dear Bureau of Reclamation,

   I am deeply concerned about the plans of the Bureau of Reclamation to release a 

substantial amount of water from Banks Lake later in the summer.  My family and I have 

enjoyed Banks Lake on camping trips in late August and early September over the past 

5 years.  We, and numerous other visitors to the area, would be greatly disturbed if the 

lake were lowered by this release.

  In addition, the original purpose of Banks Lake was to provide a reservoir for irrigation 

of the Columbia basin to provide for agricultural growth of inland Washington state 

(we’ve seen the movies and read the information at the Grand Coulee dam numerous 

times during our frequent visits).  We believe that the release of such a large volume 

of water during the planned drawdown would have a large negative impact on Eastern 

Washington’s agricultural & recreational community.  If anything, we should be doing 

all we can to bolster our agricultural & recreational community during these diffi cult 

economic times.

  I work as a full-time Biology Instructor at Wenatchee Valley College.  I am acutely 

aware of the crisis in the fruit industry in the Wenatchee Valley and throughout Eastern 

Washington.  Please do not create another crisis in another branch of our agricultural 

community by the drawdown of water from Banks Lake.

  Please, please, do NOT release the water from Banks Lake.  My family and I strongly 

urge you to reconsider the Bureau’s plans to drawdown the water in Banks Lake.  The 

economic impact, both agriculturally and recreationally, will be signifi cant.

  Thank you for your time and interest.

Respectively,

  Rob & Kathy Fitch

Rob & Kathy Fitch & family

933 Corbaley Place

Wenatchee, WA  98801

(509) 662-5589
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COMMENT IE 31
From:  “Tom Flint” <twfl int@crcwnet.com>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Fri, Apr 11, 2003 7:03AM

Subject:  Opposed to Banks Lake Draw Down

Jim.  I am opposed to the proposed Banks Lake Draw Down.  This proposal is not 

based on sound science with no known benefi ts.  It is also a misappropriation of water 

allocations as well.

Tom Flint

5842 Rd 2NW

Ephrata, WA

98823

509-787-2003
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COMMENT IE 32
From:  “Orie L. Francis” <orieo@bigdam.net>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Sun, Apr 6, 2003 2:47PM

Subject:  Banks Lake

I would like to take this opportunity to make some comments regarding Banks Lake.

We are Grant County taxpayers, that live in Electric City - on Banks Lake.

My opinion is that you should not draw down the lake - to allow  more water to remain in 

the river to  “help migrating salmon”.  Too much money has been spent trying to “save 

the wild salmon”.  No one can tell the difference between wild salmon and hatchery  - 

that is why they clip the fi n on the hatchery salmon.  If the lake levels are down it will be 

necessary to modify the existing facilities - thus spending more taxpayer money.

Another comment I have regarding Banks Lake, which I have not seen anyone bring 

up  - is --- I think the Bass fi shermen should have to either wait until a respectable time 

in the morning to “roar out”  or have their start area be out of town.   They  (sometimes 

more than 100 boats) roar through the town area at full throttle at 6:00 a.m. or earlier, 

which can be heard all over town - even with all of the windows closed.  I think we have 

some sort of a noise ordinance in Electric City????

Sincerely

Myrna J. Francis
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COMMENT IE 33
From:  “Jeff” <jfred@gemsi.com>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Sun, Apr 6, 2003 12:21PM

Subject:  Banks Lake Drawdown

Jim Blanchard

Bureau of Reclamation

Dear Mr. Blanchard,

I saw in the Spokesman Review newspaper that some bass fi shermen would like to see 

Banks Lake drawn down because it would improve willow growth. However, what kind 

of an impact would the drawdown have on aquatic plant life that is so vital to fi shes and 

birds?

If I remember correctly, there was a major drawdown on Banks Lake about fi ve to seven 

years ago that did some long-term damage to aquatic plants.

I know that the salmon and steelhead smolts in the Columbia River system need 

adequate fl ow to help them migrate to the ocean, however, is it possible that there is 

already enough fl ow, even without lowering Banks Lake?

Unusable boat launching facilities on Banks Lake would be bad for sportsmen and other 

boaters, and also bad for local businesses on and near the lake.

With the information I have at hand, I would have to say I am opposed to that drastic of 

a drawdown.

Have a good day.

Sincerely,

Jeff Frederick

Moses Lake, Washington
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COMMENT IE 35
From:  “Glendon Gee” <glendongee@charter.net>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Sat, Apr 12, 2003 7:13AM

Subject:  water for agriculture

Please do not relase 130,000 acre feet of water.  A compromise should be reached that 

allows water to be stored in Banks Lake for later use by irrigated crops.

gwg

Glendon W. Gee

1637 Birch 

Richland, Washington 99352
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COMMENT IE 36
From:  “Glendon Gee” <glendongee@charter.net>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Mon, Mar 17, 2003 7:23PM

Subject:  drawdown--prevent it

----- Original Message ----- 

From: Glendon Gee 

To: Glendon Gee 

Sent: Monday, March 17, 2003 6:22 PM

Subject: jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov

We are against any further or unnecessary draw down of the Banks Lake at this time.

Glendon and Shirley Gee

1637 Birch

Richland WA 99352
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COMMENT IE 37
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COMMENT IE 39
Date:  4/6/03

To:    Mr. Jim Blanchard

Jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov

From:  Terry Hastings 

       farm unit 76, block 253

       29928 Rd M SW

       Mattawa, WA  99349

Tlhastings@peoplepc.com

Re:    Banks Lake drawdown for salmon migration

The Tri City Herald recently ran an article detailing a proposal to draw down Banks Lake in an 

attempt to fl ush salmon smolt down the Columbia River.

Flow augmentation has so far proven to be a colossal waste of  electrical ratepayer’s assets.  It 

is a text book example of  out of  control environmentalism whereby enormous sums of  public 

resources are squandered with little or no demonstrable results.  Proven, measurable benefi ts to 

salmon smolt are virtually non-existant.  Those benefi ts that are claimed are in dispute.

In the case of  the Banks Lake drawdown proposal I would demand to know:

How many returning adult salmon will this proposal generate?

What is the cost of  this proposal to the Banks Lake recreation & tourist trade?

What is the cost of  this proposal in lost generation to the operation of  the Columbia River 

hydro system?

What is the cost of  this proposal to the various irrigation districts that depend upon Banks Lake 

water?

What are the political ramifi cations of  allowing dubious environmental policies to dictate 

operation of  the hydro system?

What is the overall calculated cost in dollars per returning adult salmon of  this proposal?

My bet is that the answer to 6 above is going to easily run 5 to 6 fi gures per returning adult salmon.  

This is nuts.  As an electrical ratepayer and taxpayer I demand that my money be spent in a prudent 

manner on sound environmental polices that have been demonstrated to work and be cost effective.  

Flow augmentation has proven to be the exact opposite:  staggering cost with no provable benefi ts.

Best wishes,

tlh

Cc: smcdaniel@scbid.org

Gfanning@moseslake-wa.com
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COMMENT IE 42
From:  “Carole” <hopkins1@atnet.net>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Tue, Mar 11, 2003 7:38AM

Subject:  Do not lower Banks Lake!!!!

Mr. Blanchard,  I am writing in concern about the thought of lowering Banks 

Lake!!!  This is a terrible mistake to even consider this idea.  When people 

consider changing or ruining peoples livelihood to help FISH is a big mistake.

We know people who need the money coming into that area and this would hurt 

them intensely.  Plus as a tourist who comes to the Banks Lake many times feel 

this is a terrible idea.  Please re-think this. I know there are many other ideas to 

try to save the FISH!!

Thank you for your time.

Carole Hopkins

2021 Melody Ln

Moses Lake  WA 98837
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COMMENT IE 43
From:  “fritz” <fahowar7@moseslake-wa.com>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Wed, Apr 9, 2003 11:02PM

Subject:  banks lake drawdown

I have read much information on the proposed drawdown of banks lake and 

fi nd some similiarities to the klamath falls disaster (both to the farmers there 

and to the public image of many involved agencies).

to keep this short, i’ll give a short history and make two points.

i am a retired sergeant with the grant county sheriff’s offi ce. during my 28 years 

patrolling grant county i made inumerable contacts with local residents and 

visitors from out of county. one of my duties was operating and supervising the 

boat patrol for g.c.s.o. 

In my estimation, the premier lake in grant county (including the col. river) is 

banks lake when viewed for its clean water, excellent fi shing, availibility to the 

public for on water recreation of all kinds and size to allow for the very large out 

of county response by boaters. this lake is my personal favorite (my family and 

many friends stay at the coulee city park and enjoy boating and fi shing).

second, i now farm 13 acres just east of soap lake with 10 of the acres irrigated 

by u.s.b.r. water. i raise grass/alfalfa (some for sale), 2 horses and will add 

cattle this year. without that water my place will die, the livestock will be sold, 

etc. etc.

for these two reasons i fi nd the proposal without merit and to be most 

destructive to the tourism industry along banks lake, also possibly highly 

destructive to agriculture in all of grant county and adjacent counties supplied 

by u.s.b.r. water from banks lake.

in one article i noted that there is no scientifi c proof that this additional water 

will aid the fi sh to reach the sea and further noted that the major down stream 

movement of the fi sh occurred before the proposed drawdown / higher stream 

fl ow. 

the proposal lacks any sort of common sense / believability, threatens returning 

grant county to a desert and makes me highly suspicious of the motives behind 

such a move. 

question- are these continued attacks on water usage all about control and 

power and have little to do with endangered species ????????

i wonder.

thank you for your time.

fred “fritz” howard

pob 1389

soap lake, wa 98851

246-1037
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COMMENT IE 45
From:  “karenjo@johnlscott.com” <karenjo@johnlscott.com>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Wed, Apr 9, 2003 9:29PM

Subject:  Response to Newspaper Ad

Please accept my public comment in support of the statement/thoughts of the 

Washington State Potato Commission regarding the water release/water use as 

presented in the recent newspaper advertisment.

Karen Jones 

3202 South Jefferson Street

Spokane, WA  99203
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COMMENT IE 47
From:  “Greg Kardong” <kjee2@earthlink.net>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Mon, Mar 24, 2003 9:21AM

Subject:  AGAINST BANKS LAKE DRAWDOWN

Jim,

Place my name in the “DON”T” column. Banks Lake is one of the few nearby 

“gem lakes” great for water sports and camping. It’s truly one of the major 

reasons I and all my friends really enjoy living in this area. We look forward to 

each summer with the vision of boating, snorkeling, camping etc @ the north 

end. The drawdown would be a real lasting kick in the gut.

Greg Kardong

4915 Bluff Drive

Moses Lake, WA 98837

kjee2@earthlink.net

01



Banks Lake Drawdown
Final Environmental Impact Statement

504

COMMENT IE 48
From:  “Jesse” <jdknopp@centurytel.net>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Thu, Mar 20, 2003 10:05AM

Subject:  Banks Lake draw down:

Mr. Blanchard,

Please don’t allow the draw down of Banks Lake in Aug.  This is about the only 

activity the children of Coulee City has in the summer time.  My grandchildren 

and I spend a lot of time at the lake in the summer as we all enjoy swimming and 

picnicking.  I live 4 blocks from the lake so I spend special time there.

The tourist that use the lake also bring a lot of revenue to the towns around the 

lake.

Please don’t lower the water level of Banks Lake.

Dolores Knopp
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COMMENT IE 49
From:  “Gary L. Christensen” <gchriste@bentonrea.com>

To: “Jim Blanchard” <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Thu, Apr 10, 2003 11:09PM

Subject:  Banks Lake Drawdown

Mr. Blanchard:

I am deeply disturbed regarding even considering the drawing down of Banks Lake for 

the “probability of meeting fl ow objectives”.  There is no scientifi c data to support such 

conclusions.

This is a dangerous precedent which threatens the agricultural viability in the Columbia 

Basin.   Tourism and recreation will also be deeply affected by this action.  Banks Lake 

was developed to act as a reservoir to sustain the irrigation projects in which it serves.

Don’t mess with the original intent and purpose of this mass of water which serves 

numerous purposes to the people of the Columbia Basin.

Gary L. Christensen

L & G Christensen Farms, Inc.

10542 Road Division South

Othello, WA  99344

509-346-2697
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COMMENT IE 50
From:  “Lake Farms” <jlake@ronan.net>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Fri, Apr 11, 2003 2:06PM

Subject:  Lake Drawdown

To whom it may concern:

We depend on potato seed sales to Washington for our livlihood.  Please 

consider the economic effect this may have on ag and all ag business before 

making this decision to turn loose this water.

Susan Lake

50093 Hyw 93

Ronan, Montana 59864
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COMMENT IE 53
From:  Larsen Family <mh.larsen@verizon.net>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Wed, Apr 9, 2003 10:28PM

Subject:  Banks Lake Draw Down

To whom it may concern:

IT is distressing that each year it seems we want to sacrifi ce our economy for fi sh.  I 

know we have had record salmon runs the last few years.  Please do not drawdown 

water for fi sh from Banks Lake.

The fi sh don’t need it.

Mark Larsen

2415 Whitworth Ave

Richland, WA 99352

Mark

mh.larsen@verizon.net (home)

mlarsen@agrinw.com (work)
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COMMENT IE 55

From:  Paul Lindholdt <plindholdt@mail.ewu.edu>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Sun, Apr 13, 2003 12:14PM

Subject:  Banks Lake Comments

Thanks for this opportunity to comment on the proposed drawdown of 

BanksLake.

I support the drawdown, and I write to you as a longtime resident of Eastern 

Washington who fi shes, hunts, camps, and otherwise recreates with my 

family in the region. The loss of the salmon must be stopped, and this effort 

is worth a try.

Moreover, I am very concerned about the growing power of the farm lobby, 

particularly the Washington State Potato Commission, which took out a full-

page ad in the Spokane daily newspaper last week. That ad, without ever 

mentioning fi sh, urged readers to lobby you.

If money and subterfuge like theirs can affect public policy, then our 

democracy is in sad shape.

--

Dr. Paul Lindholdt

plindholdt@mail.ewu.edu

509 / 359-2812

http://www.ewu.edu/cal/engl/plindholdt/home.html
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COMMENT IE 58

From:  “Esther” <gentle@bossig.com>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Mon, Mar 17, 2003 10:18PM

Subject:  water drawdown

In the middle of a bad drought, farmers need water to produce the food you like 

to eat & have money enough to buy gas VIA the taxe money generated, etc.  

And you want to throw away water?

1.  The problem began about 20 - 25 years ago when the Japanese and 

Russian fi sh trawlers were trawler-netting all the baby salmon off the Pacifi c 

shores.  We used to go to Otter Rock, Oregon to have Christmas.  At night 

you could watch the ships lights go up and down where that under water ridge 

is, where the baby salmon feed, to grow up.  It is (so I’m told) in International 

waters.  They took a whole lot of fi sh out of the ocean.

2.  Due to the over-fi shing cited above, the fi shery industry of the Oregon ports 

dropped off rapidly.  My husband liked to go fi shing, and annually the guys 

who were stationery-offi ce supply friends would gather for a day or two fi shing.  

THAT stopped because the “salmon season” was only open for a day, maybe 

two.

3. Now we get engineers who want to destroy the dams, and thereby have a 

job.  No one remembers the horrible Vanport fl ood, and all the other fl oods that 

happened -- which the dams stopped the annual billions of dollars (not counting 

the misery) spent to replace at least some of the fl ood damaged problems 

(sometimes it was a bridge or a few bridges that needed repair/replacement).

4. Who is going to baby sit the baby salmon nursery which is in the International 

waters?

5. In a drought, where are you going to get water for the farmers to grow food 

with?  In a drought, where are you going to get the hay and other feed to grow 

your steaks and hambergers?

6.  You went to college and learned calculus, and forgot to learn common sense 

--- right?

Esther McM.

CC: <swentworth@cbnn.net>
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COMMENT IE 59

From:  “Dale Marohl” <gomez@odessaoffi ce.com>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Tue, Apr 8, 2003 1:34PM

Subject:  Banks Lake drawdown

It is apparent that lowering the water levels in Banks Lake will affect tens of 

thousands of lives in an adverse way in Grant county. It certainly was not the 

intent of our fore fathers to have this happen. We are sternly opposed to this 

decision and think it would be a fi nacial disasterfor our county. 

                                                    Thank You

                                                     Dale & Cheryl Marohl

                                                     PO Box 862

                                                     Coulee City, Wa.

                                                     99115
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COMMENT IE 61

From:  “JIM&IRENE” <mathewsJames@email.msn.com>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Tue, Mar 18, 2003 6:02PM

Subject:  Drawdown Proposal

I am opposed to the proposed drawdown.

Jim Mathews
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COMMENT IE 63

From:  “Hubert P. Mills” <hpmills@icehouse.net>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Tue, Apr 8, 2003 12:51PM

Subject:  Draw down of Banks Lake

Director, U. S. Bureau of Reclamation:

Please reconsider the decision to release the 130,000 acre feet of water from 

Banks Lake into the Columbia.  The water is desperately needed by the farmers, 

particularly those that are producing potatoes for commercial processing.  The 

economy would be terribly hurt if a normal year of potato production is hampered 

in any way.  The economy is in a poor shape now, and the withdrawal of water 

would be the proverbial nail in the coffi n.  Please reconsider-- let’s not have a 

Klamath Lake incident here in the Columbia Basin.  Sincerely, Dr. Hubert P. 

Mills, Retired Professor of Management, EWU, Cheney. Wa. 
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COMMENT IE 66
From:  “Jean Nicholson” <ajn@bigdam.net>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Wed, Apr 2, 2003 10:50AM

Subject:  drawdown of Banks Lake

I strongly object to the drawdown of Banks Lake as do all of us in the Grand 

Coulee Dam area.  It will hurt the local fi sh, the fi shing season, the tourists, 

and above all, the farmers.  This lake was put in for irrigation purposes, but has 

become a fi shing paradise.  If you do this for the lousy salmon that not many 

people even like to eat, what else can the National Marine Fisheries Service 

demand?

They almost ruined the Klamath Falls area a couple of years ago by drawdowns 

and at Conconnuly four years ago, the lake has still not recovered.

Jean Nicholson

new email:   ajn@bigdam.net
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COMMENT IE 67

From:  “THE O’SHEA’S” <boshea@qosi.net>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Fri, Mar 14, 2003 8:48AM

Subject:  comment on D.E.I.S.

Dr. Mr. Blanchard,

 After reviewing much of the DEIS I have concluded that because of the length 

of time it took to prepare such an immense study, we have had over 2 years to 

witness a salmon run recovery that is far beyond what anyone can explain. To 

go ahead with lowering the pool of Banks Lake for the sole purpose of increased 

fl ows for E.S.A. listed salmonoid stocks when the RETURNING salmon 

numbers are at record levels since the building of the dams seems unwarranted 

considering all of the negative impacts to local wildlife and habitat as well as 

citizens who depend on boat launches and water at levels to maintain fi sh and 

other wildlife habitat on Banks Lake. If there was a process to DELIST a species 

from E.S.A. there may may not need to be a review of this well put together, very 

expensive I’m sure, report at all.

                    Sincerely,

                     Brian O’Shea

4556 Rd. R N.W.

Quincy, WA.   

CC: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

01



Banks Lake Drawdown
Final Environmental Impact Statement

526

COMMENT IE 68
From:  <Mikeypal@aol.com>
To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>
Date:  Thu, Jan 16, 2003 2:17PM
Subject:  (no subject)

Dear Mr. Blanchard

Response to DEIS for the drawdown of Banks Lake.

       This document needs to be redrafted to refl ect an unbiased evaluation of the proposed 
action. The section on the “ Affected Environment “ discusses the importance of the shoreline 
and aquatic habitat to fi sh and wildlife and their reliance on water to exist yet the “Environmental 
Consequences” section states that the habitat can withstand 40 days of dehydration ( page 
4-43) . On page 4-45 under “Unavoidable Adverse Impacts” the statement “ Minor changes 
in littoral and riparian communities may occur.” there is simply no data in the DEIS to support 
conclusion
.
       The environmental consequences section outlines the effect of a ten foot drawdown but the 
stated purpose of the EIS is to analyze the environmental impacts of a fi ve foot one. The reality 
is the whole document should describe the existing condition (pool level 1568 -1570) to the 
proposal of 1570 to 1560. 

       The document omits an analysis of black crappie or sunfi sh or the fresh water clams. 
During the 1994 drawdown there were dead clams in the exposed area of Steamboat Rock 
State Park.  What about the effectiveness of a drawdown on milfoil control?

       The recreation section needs to discuss the shift of people away from the times of low water 
to high.  Right now the state park can barely keep up with the solid waste, imagine the waste 
piles in July with people moving their vacations from August to July. The action alternative really 
cuts the summer recreation season by 50% And the USBRs lack of a fi rm commitment to fund 
mitigation leaves July the only vacation time. Your mailing list shows you haven’t reached the 
west side users. That will come back to bite. My vacation at the state park is Aug 9-19. If the 
water level is below 1565 then I will go in July and camp on the shore and parks will be out my 
camping fee.

       Numerous places in the DEIS the benefi ts to salmon are used to support the action 
alternative you need to either omit the statements or support them. I think if information in the 
Hydrologic Report in Appendix C is evaluated it will be hard to support the benefi ts to salmon.

CC: <brit461@ecy.wa.gov>

From:  <Mikeypal@aol.com>
To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>
Date:  Mon, Feb 3, 2003 3:02PM
Subject:  Re: (no subject)

       Sorry about that !  Name is Mike Palko address is 2905 Angus Drive Tenino,Wa 98589  The 
cc of my comments went to Barb Ritchie at the Wash Dept of Ecology who will coordinate the 
comments on behave of the State of Wash. 
If you have any questions re. my comments please e-mail me. 
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COMMENT IE 78
From:  “News Standard” <newsstandard@centurytel.net>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Thu, Apr 10, 2003 4:37PM

Subject:  letter to editor

Letter to the Editor,

The proposed drawdown of  Banks Lake for fl ow augmentation is an incremental step in an overall plan to 

remove the dams. We cannot let this happen. The dams are extremely necessary for clean power production, 

fl ood control, irrigation, and recreation. With terrorism and world uncertainty, we should in no way threaten 

or endanger our capability to grow our own food which we also share with the world.

Why are not real causes of  salmon jeopardy addressed? such as—overfi shing, millions of  pounds of  dead 

salmon thrown overboard as “bycatch”, gillnetting  increased water spillage from dams for fl ow augmentation 

which causes gas bubble death, introduction of  species that eat salmon as walleye and shad, and other natural 

predators as birds and sea lions. There are also environmental conditions over which we have absolutely 

no control even if  so-called environmentalists think we do. No reasonable person is against responsible 

stewardship of  the land and its creatures but most of  the activity carried on in the name of  the Endangered 

Species Act is neither reasonable nor responsible.

With expenditures of  $500 million a year for salmon recovery, it is time to say STOP to being plundered. 

Shutting down hydropower does not help salmon runs. The salmon are not endangered. Much of  the money 

for salmon recovery comes from citizens who pay their electrical bills and send it through utility districts to 

the Bonneville Power Administration which is required to give it to those supposedly fulfi lling objectives 

of  the ESA. This money for the most part is being used AGAINST us. It could be compared to forcing a 

condemned man to dig his own grave.

In chapter three of  the Bureau of  Reclamation Draft Environmental Impact Statement the visual quality of  

Banks Lake area is discussed. The scenic quality is described as appealing but evidence of  human activity is 

described as intrusive. Does this mean that after the dams are removed rural cleansing will be the next step?

Our form of  government has been set up with three branches to provide checks and balances. Where are the 

checks and balances on ESA? The ESA has been placed above all. Bureaucrats have dictatorial power to do 

whatever they want in the name of  the ESA no matter that what they want goes against measurable science 

and other laws. The ESA rules with an iron fi st and requires that all bow down. In twenty-fi ve years there is 

not one species that the ESA has saved from extinction. In the name of  the ESA men have wreaked havoc. 

The ESA should be repealed. Drawing down Banks Lake is wrong.

Don’t do it.

Linda Rushton

Box 696, Coulee City, WA 99115

443 words, signatured copy being faxed also

ShirleyRae Maes, Editor/Publisher/Owner

News Standard

Serving the communities of  Coulee City, Hartline, Almira & then some

PO Box 488, 405 West Main

Coulee City, WA 99115-0488

509.632.5402    Fax: 509.632.5732  Cell: 509-681-0014 

newsstandard@centurytel.net 
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COMMENT IE 85
From:  gary suko <gsuko6@yahoo.com>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Sat, Apr 5, 2003 9:47AM

Subject:  Opposed to Banks Lake Drawdown

Dear Mr. Blanchard,

We are opposed to any drawdown of  Banks Lake and other areas proposed by the 

Drawdown Draft Environmental Impact Statement. We feel that this is a theory and 

should be SCRUBBED. This past year the Salmon count was the largest recorded in a long 

time. As you can see The Environmentalists have spent millions on the WILD SALMON 

RECOVERY and have not proven a thing.

We should not sacrifi ce our rural communities and our livelihood by this Salmon Hoax 

theory.  

Furthermore, We are opposed to any proposed dam removals by The Environmental Agency 

and it’s Endangered Species Act.  Please send a copy of  the Final EIS to: 

                                                           Gary Suko                                                           

                                                           1281 Fairway Dr Ne

                                                            Moses Lake, WA 98837

                            Thanks... Gary and Pat Suko       Ph.766-8376                                              

---------------------------------

Do you Yahoo!?

Yahoo! Tax Center - File online, calculators, forms, and more
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COMMENT IE 89
From:  jrgold@nwi.net

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Fri, Apr 11, 2003 11:45AM

Subject:  Banks lake drawdown

We do not believe a draw down of  Banks Lake is a benefi t to fi sh. Un till it is a proven 

fact we should not waste water at a time of  potential drought. Until we stop catching 

endangered species we ought not put others in economic distress.

The E.S.A.seems to be a means to destroy rural America and job security for 

government employees. We protect species that feed on other protected species.

John & Ruth Umberger

1639 Hwy 153

Methow, WA 98834

509-923-2354
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COMMENT IE 91
From:  “Dan Voss” <vossfarms@pocketinet.com>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Mon, Mar 24, 2003 9:21AM

Subject:  BANKS LAKE PROPOSED DRAWDOWN:   COMMENT

Voss Farms hereby supports the South Columbia Irrigation District’s (SCID) opposition 

to the proposed drawdown of  Banks Lake to divert water for the purpose of   increasing 

Columbia River fl ows in an attempt to “help Snake River stragglers”  (Jim Ruff, NOAA 

biologist).

The original planners of  the Columbia Basin Project did not arbitrarily designate Banks 

Lake operational levels.  Any change in fl ow could seriously damage crops and farm 

income especially during the hot months of  August and September.  Any return to 

normal fl ow after September would be of  absolutely no consequence to irrigation as  the 

canals here are emptied in October in any case.  

We have over 900 acres irrigated pursuant to interruptible water service contracts.  The 

SCIB director told us that our water supply could be interrupted as a result of  this 

proposed drawdown.  Our family farm would not survive a water interruption and we 

have been farming here since 1955.  

Dan Voss.

cc:    Director, SCID
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COMMENT IE 96
From:  <Wewollard@cs.com>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Tue, Mar 18, 2003 6:53PM

Subject:  Banks Drawdoown

My friends, family and myself, a total of  35 to 40 people, have been going to Banks Lake for 

recreation since 1973 every year and mostly in the month of  August.  My wife and I liked it 

so much we bought 5 acres and built a house there to use for recreation.  I am sure we won’t 

have many people coming over to enjoy the lake if  it is 10 feet low, as where we go will be a 

big mud fl at.

I read the EIS and nowhere was there any proof, or conjecture for that matter, that this 

drawdown would help any endangered salmon.  Which leads me to believe this whole drill is 

to make it appear the NMFS is doing something even if  they don’t know if  it will help the 

salmon.  Also I think the NMFS has way to much authority with nobody to answer to about 

what they do to other peoples rights and quality of  life in the name of  saving the fi sh.  

 I saw no thought given to alternatives for other ways of  obtaining more water, like lowering 

Roosevelt less than a foot or lakes in B.C. or Idaho and the Snake River Lakes which have 

little or no recreation or economic impact.  The only alternatives were which part of  Aug. 

they would lower Banks with my preference being the last 10 days.  Also it sounded like 

raising the level back to 1570’ in the fi rst 10 days of  Sept. is just a pipe dream as there is 

always a shortage of  water or power at that time of  the year for an excuse.

I think is great to take comments from people like me but I hope this is not just another way 

to let people vent their feelings to make them feel better but the decision has already been 

made as happens way to often.

                                                                  Wayne Wollard

                                                                   Monroe, WA

CC: <Amn3546@aol.com>, <rlbsmith@bossig.com>
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From:  “Chris Hesse” <chesse@lemasterdaniels.com>

To: <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Fri, Mar 7, 2003 1:30PM

Subject:  Banks Lake drawdown

Mr. Blanchard,

I had previously commented over a year ago at the public meeting held in the Coulee City High School gym 

about the devastating effects that a month-long drawdown would have on the Coulee City community. I re-

emphasize that opinion here and now.

Rural communities have benefi tted from the government investment in infrastructure. Over the last fi ve 

decades, tourism has become a major component of  the Coulee City economy built around fi shing and other 

recreation on Banks Lake. Because tourists spend dollars in Coulee City, the community continues to exist 

and provide benefi ts to the local, rural residents. Retail stores exist because of  the tourism dollars that are 

spent. Jobs exist because the stores exist. Suffi cient numbers of  citizens may economically reside in Coulee 

City because the economy has built up around this infrastructure. The school is large enough to provide 

diversifi ed education to the children of  the residents.

Government should not now take that away from the community. By drawing down the water level of  Banks 

Lake during the peak tourist season, the government is sending the message that tourists can forget about 

Coulee City as a destination for their fi shing or recreational vacations in the month of  August, and probably 

September. Banks Lake cannot afford another fi ve feet of  reduction in the lake level.

There has been no scientifi c data establishing that the additional fl ow from Banks Lake is needed in order to 

enhance fi sh traffi c at McNary Dam. At this point, the government is merely speculating that this might be of  

assistance. First, the government must take into account the economic effects on communities before making 

such decisions. Second, the government must compare the economic costs against the scientifi c data (not 

mere speculation) of  how the fi sh may benefi t from the enhanced fl ows. To my knowledge, the government 

has performed neither of  these necessary steps.

Christopher W. Hesse, CPA

480 North Frontage Road E.

Moses Lake, WA 98837

509-765-0290

The information contained in this message is privileged and confi dential.  It is intended solely for the use 

of  the named recipient.  If  you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notifi ed that any disclosure, 

copying, distribution, or use of  the contents of  this transmission is strictly prohibited. 

If  you receive this message in error, please notify the sender immediately.

Thank you.

CC: <west@atnet.net>, <angus@eburg.com>, <jbates@moseslake-wa.com>
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From:  Brian Meiners <BMeiners@baf.com>

To: “’jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov’” <jblanchard@pn.usbr.gov>

Date:  Thu, Apr 10, 2003 9:20AM

Subject:  Banks Lake Drawdown

I am opposed to the proposed drawdown of  Banks Lake.  The draft Environmental Impact 

Statement (EIS) states, “The purpose of  the proposed action is to enhance the probability of  

meeting fl ow objectives in the Columbia River at McNary Dam during the juvenile out-migration of  

ESA-listed salmonid stocks...” (italics added).  The 130,000 acre feet of  water from Banks Lake in 

late summer represents no more than a probability of  meeting fl ow objectives.  In other words, the 

need for the Banks Lake water is speculation, not established fact.

The proposed timing of  the drawdown in late summer is peak tourism season in the area.  Local 

economies will be adversely impacted particularly Coulee City as the water level in the lake will make 

all boat launches south of  Grand Coulee inaccessible.  This is an unacceptable result of  a speculative 

action.

The drawdown threatens agricultural viability in the Columbia Basin by setting a dangerous 

precedent.  This is of  particular concern to me as an employee of  Basic American Foods, a potato 

processor in the Basin for the past 38 years.  The diversion of  water from Banks Lake (an agriculture 

irrigation reservoir) to a use that is speculative in the value it will bring to juvenile fi sh survival opens 

the way for irrigation water curtailment, particularly in low river fl ow years.  This precedent-setting 

drawdown of  a reservoir in the Columbia Basin Reclamation Project portends a disregard for the 

value of  agriculture in the Columbia Basin.  As demonstration of  this value, it is noteworthy that the 

Columbia Basin produces more tons/acre of  potatoes than any other growing region in the world.  

According to a study done by Washington State University in 1996, the potato industry alone directly 

and indirectly generates over $3 billion of  sales throughout the Washington State economy.  It is 

poor policy to implement practices that threaten such vibrant economic activity, especially when the 

policy is not backed by sound scientifi c data.

Brian Meiners

105 Schilling Drive

Moses Lake, WA  98837

__________________________________________________________________________

This message (including any attachments) contains confi dential information intended for a specifi c 

individual and purpose, and is protected by law. If  you are not the intended recipient, you should 

delete this message. Any disclosure, copying, or distribution of  this message, or the taking of  any 

action based on it, is strictly prohibited.
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